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about it. It is in the best interests of 
our national security, because what we 
are doing there is we are creating ter-
rorists. We are eroding the efforts 
against terrorism worldwide the longer 
we stay there. We are viewed by the 
world as occupiers. All you have to do 
is take a look at the recent polling 
data, the most recent one being from a 
very reputable foundation, the Pew 
Foundation, 33 out of 35 countries have 
a negative image of the United States. 
Our own Government Accountability 
Office that my friends on both sides of 
the aisle know is a nonpartisan agency 
of the U.S. Congress has said this: anti- 
American sentiment is broadening and 
deepening and is a threat to our na-
tional security and will hurt our ef-
forts against terrorism. 

And, of course, there is a possibility 
and a real potential that it will hurt us 
in other areas, and furthermore it 
could very well erode and hurt our 
commercial interests. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. One of 
the reasons that we come to the floor 
this evening, and Mr. MCDERMOTT al-
luded to it, is making sure that we do 
not sit idle to miss the so-called debate 
that Mr. DELAHUNT suggested took 
place both here in this Chamber, a non-
binding discussion, if you will, and in 
the Senate. 

Because in the past, charges have 
been made and leveled, slogans tossed 
out, and they have not been responded 
to. We are not going to stand by, be-
cause the American public desires a 
new direction, and more importantly 
desires people who are willing to speak 
truth to power. 

That is why JACK MURTHA is so cele-
brated across this country. It is not so 
much for the particulars of his plan, 
but for the fact that he had the temer-
ity to speak truth to power. And so we 
will not stand idle, and we will come to 
this floor on successive evenings to 
drive home the point to the American 
people. 

Mr. DELAHUNT, you articulated so 
clearly the need to level with the 
American public. And I started this 
evening talking about saying goodbye 
to the Reservists and National Guard 
of the 1048th Truckers Division from 
the State of Connecticut, a very pain-
ful thing. 

And most important is the need to 
level with our own troops and the fami-
lies, who, as you point out, are the only 
ones who have had to make a sacrifice 
since September 11. The only people 
that our government has requested sac-
rifice of are the men and women who 
wear the uniform and their families. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. And the American 
taxpayer. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
pose this question here about who is 
driving the bus when it comes to Iraq 
policy. And this is an important ques-
tion I know all of us feel. Yesterday, 
two of our finest from the State of 
Washington were killed in Iraq, young 
men. 

The day before that, a young man 
from Port Orchard, Washington, who 

had been fighting for life for 3 months 
died in one of our hospitals in Texas. 
We need somebody to drive the bus of 
Iraqi policy that is trustworthy, accu-
rate, and has a full understanding of 
what is going on in Iraq. 

And when you ask yourself, does the 
President meet those criteria for that 
policy, does his policy meet that cri-
teria; was he right on weapons of mass 
destruction? No. Was he right on asso-
ciation with 9/11? No. Was he right on 
the number of troops we needed? No. 

Was he right on flac jackets for the 
troops? No. Was he right on armored 
Humvees? No. Is he right on the issue 
of who is actually doing the fighting 
now? He still wants to make it sound 
like it is just part of an international 
conspiracy, not a sectarian conflict 
that is going on when Shiites and 
Sunnis are killing themselves in the 
streets? No. 

He still is wrong about the basic na-
ture of the conflict, and yet some peo-
ple in Congress want to let him just 
drive the bus after he has crashed it 52 
different times, and we have lost over 
2,500 of our finest as a result. 
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It is time for someone else to start 
driving the bus, and that is Congress; 
to start asking these hard questions 
and demand a different strategy 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Well, I would con-
clude by asking a question, which is 
that, ultimately, what has occurred be-
cause of our invasion of Iraq? Let us 
project 2 years, 5 years, 10 years. 

We hear so much talk about bringing 
democracy to the Middle East. Well, 
you know what I see, I see an emerging 
relationship between Iraq and Iran. I 
already have noted that there is a bi-
lateral military cooperation agreement 
between Iran and Iraq. In my memory, 
please help me, wasn’t Iran one of the 
original members of the access of evil 
club? 

And just recently, I noticed where 
the prime minister suggested that the 
international community ought to 
leave Iran alone and drop its demand, 
drop its demand that Iran prove that it 
is not developing nuclear technology 
for purposes of a weapon. 

Now, what is happening here? Are we 
going to end up with the legacy of this 
loss of American lives and American 
taxpayer dollars with a more influen-
tial Iran? I mean, please, has anybody 
even talked about this or considered it? 
Do we hear this as part of the debate 
and the discourse even among think 
tanks, even among the popular media 
outlets? 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Well, if 
the gentleman will yield, I think 
Graham Ellison has stated it most elo-
quently. He said ‘‘Americans are no 
safer from nuclear terrorist attack 
today than we were on September 10, 
2001.’’ He said, ‘‘A central reason for 
that can be summed up in one word: 
Iraq. The invasion and occupation have 
diverted essential resources from the 
fight against al Qaeda, allowed the 

Taliban to regroup in Afghanistan, fos-
tered neglect of the Iranian nuclear 
threat, undermined alliances critical 
to preventing terrorism, devastated 
America’s standing with the public in 
every country in Europe, and destroyed 
it in the Muslim world.’’ 

That about sums it up, where we 
were and why we need a new direction. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentlemen 
for joining me this evening. 

f 

FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC POLICY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCCAUL of Texas). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 4, 2005, 
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the privilege to address you 
this evening, and I appreciate the fact 
that my message to you echoes across 
America in this technology that we 
have today. 

As I awaited my opportunity to ad-
dress the Chair, I also reflected upon 
many of the remarks that were made 
by my colleagues in the preceding seg-
ment, and I would like to start out 
first by stating that there were some 
remarks that I do agree with. I know 
that may seem a bit unusual, but the 
objection to the proposed policy by the 
newly sovereign nation of Iraq to the 
rejection of the proposed amnesty is 
something that we stand together on, 
as I heard my friend Mr. LARSON say; 
and I thank him for raising that issue 
tonight. 

As I think about what that means, to 
offer amnesty to someone for killing 
Americans or killing coalition troops 
but not amnesty if they happen to at-
tack Iraqis, whatever stripe they might 
happen to be, and the same administra-
tion will be making demands on us to 
prosecute to the fullest extent of the 
law and punish American soldiers that 
may or may not, but certainly today 
we know are accused of those kinds of 
activities. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. If the 
gentleman will yield. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I would be happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Con-
necticut. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I pro-
fusely thank you and hope you will 
join us in signing H.J. Resolution 90 
that we have put on the floor and we 
hope to bring to a vote before the 4th 
of July so that we send a very specific 
message. 

I think that is something that every-
one in this Chamber will agree with. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my 
time, I thank the gentleman; and I will 
take a good look at the text of that. I 
know that philosophically we do agree, 
and I will give it serious consideration, 
and that is the spirit that we should 
operate in in this Chamber. I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s work on this 
cause. 

I do also, though, have an obligation 
to lay out a disagreement, and that 
disagreement is with the language we 
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heard with regard to permanent bases. 
We know that a year ago there was lan-
guage that was inserted into the De-
partment of Defense appropriation bill, 
and this was language that I under-
stood a year ago was introduced by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA). This language prohibited any 
of the funds from being used to nego-
tiate for or to establish any bases in 
Iraq. 

Now that language was taken out in 
conference. It passed through this 
Chamber, and no one caught it, evi-
dently, and it was taken out in con-
ference, I understand, at the request of 
the White House, because the President 
is the Commander-in-Chief. That is 
something, Mr. Speaker, we didn’t hear 
over here in the last hour, about who it 
is that conducts foreign policy in 
America. Constitutionally, the Presi-
dent of the United States has the duty 
to conduct foreign policy, and he is the 
Commander-in-Chief of our Armed 
Forces. 

The rest of this verbiage and rhetoric 
that comes out is an effort to try to 
fence him in, limit his options, and 
sometimes make him look bad across 
the globe. But the President is the one 
who conducts our foreign policy, and 
he is the Commander-in-Chief. But the 
Murtha language a year ago would 
have tied the hands of the President, 
would have tied the hands of the Iraqis 
and prohibited them from even negoti-
ating for a temporary base, no matter 
how essential for the entire nation of 
Iraq. 

Well, that language was stripped out 
in conference, thankfully so; and the 
bill went to the President without the 
Murtha language. This time, the bill 
came to the floor with the same lan-
guage back in it again. The language, 
they argue, prohibits permanent bases. 
But there is nothing in that language 
that says permanent. It just says no 
money will be used to either negotiate 
for or establish bases in Iraq. All bases, 
no matter how temporary. Not even to 
talk about it. 

Now we have a sovereign Iraq, with a 
new prime minister, Prime Minister 
Maliki, and we have a new minister of 
defense and a new minister of the inte-
rior, and now that they are finally 
standing on their own two feet, within 
a matter of weeks. We are tying their 
hands as well as the hands of the Com-
mander-in-Chief, the President of the 
United States, the conductor of foreign 
policy by Constitution, with language 
in the DOD appropriation bill that says 
that not $1 of those funds can be used 
to even negotiate for a temporary base, 
no matter how desperately it might be 
needed by the newly sovereign Iraq. 

Now, that is a shortsighted policy. 
That is a foolish policy, Mr. Speaker. It 
is a policy that if we had followed that 
policy in each one of the other con-
flicts we had been in, for example, we 
wouldn’t have bases to operate out of 
in Kuwait. We wouldn’t still be in Ger-
many, a pretty handy place to have. 
We utilize those bases considerably in 

Germany. We wouldn’t be in places 
across the Pacific. 

And, in fact, that place we finally 
found out was the horizon. When the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA) said that we should imme-
diately redeploy back to the horizon, 
we couldn’t get him to define what the 
horizon was for months. Finally, he has 
defined horizon. Out on the horizon 
from Iraq, so you can quickly deploy in 
case there is a crisis, and I don’t know 
why you would want to let it get to a 
crisis stage, but that was the strategy, 
and now he has said that horizon is 
Okinawa. We should redeploy to Oki-
nawa. From there, we could mount air 
raids into Iraq, perhaps with some 
B–52s and do some carpet bombing to 
teach them a lesson, I guess. 

But when you are taking on a ter-
rorist entity, you have to beat them on 
the ground where they are. You can’t 
pull out and let things brew and then 
come back in with overwhelming force. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
knows that. He knows that if we ever 
pull out of Iraq, they will do every-
thing they can to make sure we don’t 
go back for any reason whatsoever, no 
matter what the consequences. 

And I can tell you, Mr. Speaker, the 
consequences would be cataclysmic if 
we pull out of there, let things fall 
apart, and then the terrorists will have 
the very thing they were seeking to es-
tablish in Iraq in the first place. 

So the Murtha language in the De-
partment of Defense appropriation bill 
did make it through this floor in the 
House of Representatives. We could 
have made some better decisions on 
that, but it will go over to the Senate, 
where hopefully it will get pulled out, 
but I am just confident, if that is not 
the case, that it will be pulled out by 
the White House at their request in 
conference. 

No president should have their hands 
tied behind their back and then be 
drubbed here every night on the floor 
of the House of Representatives and 
prevented from conducting his foreign 
policy. That is what happened at the 
end of the Vietnam War, and the end of 
that cost three million or more lives in 
Southeast Asia because this Congress 
tried to tie the hands, and effectively 
did tie the hands, of the Commander- 
in-Chief. 

Now, we also hear that they are quite 
offended by the term ‘‘cut and run.’’ 
And you can describe it a lot of ways, 
but I can’t describe it any better than 
cut and run. That is what I heard they 
want to do. Why can’t they simply wait 
for the new government of Iraq to get 
their feet on the ground and establish 
themselves and do what they are doing, 
which is taking on this enemy? They 
are taking out the enemy, going into 
Baghdad, in some of the neighborhoods 
in Baghdad and cleaning those areas 
out. 

Now, war is never pretty. It is always 
ugly, and it is always costly, and you 
can never measure the progress of a 
war by the minute or the hour or the 

day. It has to be looked at incremen-
tally. And sometimes a battle that is 
lost might end up being the war that is 
won, and vice versa. 

We know that the writings that came 
from General Giap and other com-
manders of the Vietnam military, they 
were desperate. They were nearly ready 
to give up. But what gave them hope 
and what kept them in that war and 
kept them from giving up and surren-
dering was the rhetoric on the part of 
the left wing United States Senators 
and House Members. 

In fact, that is something that is in 
Bud Day’s book. Colonel Bud Day, who 
is the highest decorated living Amer-
ican war hero, writes in his book that 
the first years of his incarceration as a 
prisoner of war at the Hanoi Hilton, as 
a prisoner of the North Vietnamese, 
after being shot down over there, the 
first years they had to write propa-
ganda. But after a few years, all they 
had to do was quote people like Sen-
ator KENNEDY and Senator Fulbright 
and Jane Fonda, and, he said, pick 
your House Member, that we quote as 
well. 

That is going on in this conflict as 
well, Mr. Speaker, in the same way 
these 30-some years later. The results 
are going to be different, because the 
American people are not going to fall 
for this same rhetoric again. They are 
advocating cut and run. If they would 
like to describe it some other way, 
honestly, I would be happy to pick that 
language up, too. I like to use a lot of 
adjectives. Cut and run is the short 
term for it. 

They say that 80 percent of the Iraqis 
want us out of there. I would like to 
know more about that poll. I would 
like to read the question. I would like 
to know who they asked. I think you 
could get a higher number than that. I 
think you could get 99 percent of the 
Iraqis to want us out of there, the same 
way they wanted us out of there 3 
years ago. They said so. They said, we 
are happy to be liberated, and we want 
the Americans to go home, some day. 

But not any time soon, Mr. Speaker. 
Not before the Iraqi people have con-
trol of the security of their country, 
not before the political solution at 
least gets some roots down and gets to 
operate. And the President has made 
this clear. 

But the people on the other side of 
the aisle would not let the President 
move troops out of Iraq at a rate that 
he sees fit. They always want to be a 
little ahead of him. 

If the President says we have 150,000 
troops there, and they are thinking, 
well, maybe he will pull 10,000 out next 
month, they might hear a rumor com-
ing from the Pentagon, and that isn’t 
an air-tight operation over there ei-
ther, Mr. Speaker, they might hear a 
rumor from the Pentagon that we are 
going to move 10,000 troops back to the 
United States. So people on the other 
side of the aisle jump to the floor, run 
down here and say, I demand the Presi-
dent remove 10,000 troops and bring 
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them back to the United States. And 
they will pound on the podium and 
make that demand in the hopes it actu-
ally happens. Because then they can 
stand up and say, he finally listened. 
He wouldn’t listen for a long time, but, 
finally, he listened. They want to get 
ahead of things so they can declare 
they were the cause of those decisions. 

And that just makes it harder for a 
Commander-in-Chief to make the right 
decisions. In fact, running out front 
and trying to get in front of an issue 
reminds me of Robespierre, who was 
one of the leaders in France during the 
revolution, about the 1789 time period. 
He looked out his window, and he said, 
the people are marching in the streets; 
I better get in front of them and see 
where they are going, for I am their 
leader. A few months later, Robespierre 
was a head shorter. I don’t know if he 
ever learned the lesson that you can’t 
lead from the rear. You actually have 
to have some vision of your own. 

You can’t get up every morning and 
try to decide who am I going to attack 
today; who am I going to make look 
bad. Surely if I can pull some people 
down the ladder on either side of me, I 
will look better, if I can drag them 
down the ladder. That is the mentality 
that motivates a lot of the people on 
the other side of the aisle. 

They said that, according to the Pew 
Foundation, I didn’t hear the percent-
age, but a significant percentage had a 
negative image of the United States, a 
negative image of the United States. 
Do you suppose some of those people 
listen to the rhetoric on the floor of 
the United States House of Representa-
tives on a regular basis? What do they 
think, the kind of message they are 
sending? What do they think of the 
United States? 

I wonder if they answered to the Pew 
Foundation’s poll, I wonder what the 
gentleman that made this argument 
would say if they asked, do you have a 
positive or negative view of the United 
States? 

b 2115 

I am going to say I would expect they 
would have said we have a negative 
view, because that is all I hear is a neg-
ative view from that side of the aisle. I 
don’t hear solutions. I hear negative 
attacks on the White House, negative 
attacks on the Republicans and Con-
gress. 

Somehow they will learn how to spell 
Republican with four letters so we can 
truly be a four-letter word, instead of 
this optimistic, progressive operation 
that is looking for ways beyond the ho-
rizon to make the world a better place. 
Then the question was from the gen-
tleman from Washington, Who was 
driving the bus when it comes to the 
Iraq policy? 

When you swear allegiance to uphold 
the Constitution, you are supposed to 
understand what is in there. I need to 
inform the gentleman, the person driv-
ing the bus, when it comes to Iraq pol-
icy, is the person driving the bus when 

it comes to foreign policy, and the per-
son driving the bus when it comes to 
being Commander in Chief of our 
Armed Forces, in Iraq, its President 
Bush by Constitution. 

So I hope that has cleared up some of 
the issues here. There are no negotia-
tions going on for permanent bases. 
There would be no negotiations going 
on for permanent bases. We have no 
permanent bases anywhere around the 
globe. 

We have no permanent bases here in 
the United States. They are all tem-
porary bases. They are all established 
for a period of time, a term that can be 
agreed to by the parties involved. 
Sometimes it is a short term, some-
times it is a longer term; but none are 
permanent. If anyone thinks that here 
in the United States we have perma-
nent bases like Fort Hood, for example, 
or Fort Campbell would be another, the 
answer to that is, no, they aren’t per-
manent either. All bases in the United 
States are all subject to the BRAC ap-
proach. 

We voted on that, and we are closing 
some bases, and we are downsizing 
some bases and shifting some materials 
around. That ought to convince any-
body in this Congress if they had ever 
been through a BRAC vote and a BRAC 
negotiation, that there is no such thing 
as a permanent base, no matter how 
badly Members of Congress would love 
to have permanent bases in their dis-
tricts, even these Members, there is 
not any such thing takes a permanent 
base in the United States or overseas. 
We are not inclined to negotiate for 
them, but we are inclined to negotiate 
for temporary bases where they make 
sense and where we can reach an agree-
ment with the people who are the sov-
ereign government of each individual 
nation in question, including Iraq. 

I would point out also that we have a 
neighbor to Iraq called Iran, and this 
neighbor is developing nuclear capa-
bility, not just the ability to build a 
bomb and detonate a bomb, but the 
ability to deliver that bomb to a target 
site. They have said that Israel has no 
right to exist, and they want to wipe it 
off the map. 

They have named us as one of their 
number one enemies. So sitting next 
door to Iran, with a couple of large 
military bases, one would think that it 
would be a pretty good idea not to fore-
close an option to be able to maybe 
mount an operation from the very 
bases that we have invested so many 
dollars into. 

We have billions of dollars invested 
in Iraq. We have a tremendous amount 
of blood and treasure invested there, 
and that investment should return 
something back on it. It already has. It 
has returned freedom to the Iraqi peo-
ple. 

If we play our cards right, and we are 
able to negotiate with them, we might 
one day look at that and say it was a 
very good thing that we stripped out 
the Murtha language and saved the op-
tions and the authority of the Presi-

dent of the United States, who is Com-
mander in Chief, and who by Constitu-
tion conducts our foreign policy. 

I would be happy to yield to my 
friend from Tennessee, Mr. WAMP. 

Mr. WAMP. I thank the gentleman. I 
am very grateful that he has come to 
the floor tonight to discuss these mat-
ters that are so important and even to 
respond to some of what has already 
been said here tonight. I think it is im-
portant for us, Mr. Speaker, to come 
and talk about what sacrifices are 
made on the other side of the world on 
our behalf. 

British philosopher and historian 
John Stuart Mill once wrote this about 
war: he said war is an ugly thing, but 
it is not the ugliest of things. The de-
cayed and degraded state of moral and 
patriotic feeling which thinks that 
nothing is worth war is much worse. A 
person who has nothing for which they 
are willing to fight, nothing they care 
more about than their own personal 
safety, is a miserable creature who has 
no chance of ever being free unless 
those very freedoms are made and kept 
by better persons than himself. 

Mr. Speaker, those persons are the 
men and women in the uniform of our 
Armed Forces. One thing I know, be-
cause I respect my friends on both 
sides of the aisle, is that the lessons of 
history, including the Vietnam lesson, 
taught America to support the troops, 
the men and women in uniform, regard-
less of how you feel about the mission, 
regardless of the decisions made by the 
Commander in Chief who is charged, as 
the gentleman from Iowa said, with 
making these critical decisions, duly 
elected, even re-elected, in the midst of 
this conflict. 

Supported by a majority of the 
American people, and making these de-
cisions with an all volunteer force, 
every man and woman in uniform, 
today, volunteered to serve. I have 
been with our President, with tears 
rolling down his face, talking about the 
sacrifices that these mostly young men 
and women are willing to make on our 
behalf, knowing that this call is a dif-
ficult call, knowing that the sacrifices 
are extraordinary, and, yes, we have 
lost over 2,500; many, many more have 
been injured. 

But I have got to tell you, freedom is 
never free, and every time it has been 
handed from one generation to the 
next, it has been handed by the men 
and women in the uniform, and they 
are there making that sacrifice for us. 
I want them to look back in this inter-
active world we live in and see us 
standing behind them, not talking 
about leaving early, never retreating, 
always finishing what we start. 

Let me tell you, I saw a Democratic 
Senator on television this weekend 
talking about what is happening in 
northern Africa, specifically Somalia. 
You and I were in Africa together a 
year and a half ago, talking about 
Sunni extremism that has spread 
around the globe and influenced the 
east coast of Africa. This is not be-
cause of what has happened in Iraq; it 
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is happening if we are not in Iraq. It is 
happening, and it manifested itself on 
September 11, 2001, no, 1993 is when 
they wanted to bring down the World 
Trade Center, but they didn’t. Their 
engineering didn’t work. 

Did we pay enough attention then, or 
the other 30 times that our ships and 
our interests in hotels that we own 
around the world were bombed by ter-
rorist extremist, from radical Islam? 
No, we didn’t pay enough attention. We 
even retreated from human intel-
ligence. We cut the budget. 

Mr. Speaker, if we are not on the of-
fensive today, freedom is at risk again 
for this generation. Man, I am glad 
that these men and women will stand 
in harm’s way on our behalf and stand 
in the gap. Absolutely we hail them. 

Iraq is difficult, but it is a decision 
that was made. Over half the Demo-
crats in the United States Senate voted 
to use force to remove Saddam Hus-
sein, and almost half the Democrats in 
this House voted to use force to remove 
Saddam Hussein. They thought it was 
important to remove this genocidal 
mass murderer, terrorist, and they said 
with weapons of mass destruction. 

Now, sarin gas was found again. We 
know he used it on hundreds of thou-
sands of people. We know he is a geno-
cidal mass murderer, just like 
Slobodan Milosevic was, and President 
Clinton chose to remove him from 
Eastern Europe. But here we are today, 
frankly, second guessing, instead of 
standing together. 

I have got to tell you, I believe deep 
in my gut, Mr. Speaker, that it is a 
matter of time till we are hit again. We 
cannot sleep. We cannot rest. We must 
be vigilant, and the Senator was right. 
Now, in northern Africa, what they are 
looking for is a vacuum, Mr. Speaker. 
They are looking for a sovereign nation 
from which to operate. 

You cannot convince me Iraq was not 
right to be a sovereign nation from 
which to operate. You cannot convince 
me, and I am on the Homeland Secu-
rity appropriations subcommittee, 
been there since we created the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. Briefed at 
a very high level, you can’t convince 
me that there were not connections 
with al Qaeda operatives and Saddam 
Hussein. 

Now all you hear about this rhetoric 
here is this November. It is not about 
what has happened or what is hap-
pening. It is about them retaking the 
majority in the Congress. So let us just 
call it what it is. While I am on my 
feet, let me say, Mr. Speaker, that we 
are blocking and tackling and trying to 
do the people’s business in this House 
as the majority. I am encouraged. 

Our economic policies are working, 
amazingly durable economy today. I 
am amazed at that growth that is tak-
ing place out there in America. I am 
amazed that unemployment is this low, 
virtual full employment. I am amazed 
that everything we have been through 
from Katrina and Rita to terrorism all 
around, that we are still this strong, 

and it is because we have enacted 
sound, economic policies. 

Legislative line item veto passed the 
House last week. It is a compromise 
that we know the Supreme Court, or, 
we believe, will uphold this time. The 
President can eliminate unnecessary 
spending, something the people back 
home continue to want from this Con-
gress. 

We also came up with a compromise 
for the death tax, because you really 
shouldn’t be taxed again when you die. 
Within 6 months, the IRS shows up. 
This is a compromise. 

We are reasonable people, but we are 
going to continue to press the fun-
damentals of blocking and tackling 
and doing the people’s business. I am 
encouraged that there is some momen-
tum in this House again. I am encour-
aged by the leadership of this House. 

I tell you what, I know this is the 
silly season. Next 41⁄2 months you will 
hear all kind of rhetoric and all kind of 
talk. But America is too great to dumb 
it down to election-year rhetoric. 

I have come to the House floor to-
night to just try to rise above it. I rare-
ly do this. I have tremendous friends 
on both sides of the aisle here, and I re-
spect this institution so much. What a 
privilege it has been for me to be here 
for 12 years. 

But I have to tell you, Mr. Speaker. 
When the going gets tough, the tough 
get going, and it is tough, if we left 
Iraq tomorrow with Sunni extremism, 
al Qaeda, Hezbollah. 

Hamas was elected in Palestine, a 
terrorist organization was elected to 
the government, and now more people 
are being elected terrorists in Somalia. 
Terrorism is on the rise. We are on the 
offensive, or we are in retreat. Take 
your pick. Take your pick. You can’t 
have it both ways. 

I am glad this President has been 
strong and tough and consistent. The 
other people around the world are pay-
ing attention. Don’t tell me Moammar 
Gadhafi turned over his nuclear weap-
ons because we weren’t strong. He 
turned them over because we were 
strong and consistent. He did not want 
to be on the list of countries that we 
were watching closely and concerned 
were aiding and abetting terrorist net-
works with weapons of mass destruc-
tion. So he turned them over. 

This is a strong President, exerting 
leadership during very difficult times, 
extraordinarily difficult times. Be-
cause this war doesn’t really have a 
front line, and there is no one to sign a 
truce or a treaty with at the end, be-
cause global terrorism now is spreading 
around the world through the Sunni 
extremism, this makes this the tough-
est of all fights. 

It is the easiest to cast doubt about. 
It is the easiest to throw rocks at. 
There will be some rocks thrown in the 
next 41⁄2 months. I think it is time for 
some people to come to this floor and 
speak out about what is at stake. Num-
ber one, the main thing that people ex-
pect of a President or this Congress is 
to protect them from threats. 

If you don’t think that Sunni extre-
mism and radical terrorism is a threat, 
it is why we are working so hard in the 
House to secure our southern border, 
not come up with some notion of how 
to encourage other people to come here 
illegally, like we got out of the other 
body, but securing the other border, 
stopping the inflow of people into this 
country that can bring damage to us 
and bring harm to our people. Security 
is the main thing. 

I tell you, in the wake of September 
11, I know mistakes have been made, 
but I would rather be on the offensive, 
fighting them on our terms and their 
land rather than on their terms and 
our land. It really does boil down to 
that. 

Again, I respect everyone who comes 
up with their open plan, and I believe 
the debate ought to come to this House 
for it, and we ought to do it in a civil 
way. But I tell you, I believe that those 
people that understand this threat and 
know historically what has been nec-
essary to deal with these threats 
should come down here and defend, not 
only the men and women that are car-
rying it out, but the principle that says 
sometimes freedom comes with a price. 

We have got to promote our way of 
life around the world, not be policemen 
around the world, but to promote free-
dom. Free countries do not war with 
one another. I believe in that. I think 
that is a Bush doctrine, and I believe in 
that. Twenty-two Arab League coun-
tries, none of them really have our 
form of government. 
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None of them really freely elect their 
leaders. None of them really respect 
the dignity of an individual. None of 
them really give women full rights and 
privileges. None of them really have 
freedom of the press, freedom of reli-
gion, freedom of thought. Those are the 
kind of freedoms that will contain and 
eliminate terrorism over time. 

This is a bold proposition. It is a 
world-changing proposition. I actually 
believe it is the right thing to do. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman from Tennessee, and I wish to 
associate myself with every remark 
made here in this spontaneous dem-
onstration of Mr. WAMP’s heart and 
head and involvement in this big effort 
that we have. I don’t think it can be 
overemphasized, and I am going to 
make it a point to go back and look at 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and read 
through those words again. Sometimes 
there is a gem that shows up here on 
the floor; and this is something that 
happened tonight, Mr. Speaker. I do 
greatly appreciate it. 

I want to emphasize that I believe 
that our United States military that is 
involved in this conflict, this global 
war on terror, it is the very highest 
quality military ever sent off to war. 
And I don’t say that to diminish the 
contribution on the part of anybody, 
especially the greatest generation or 
those wars that came behind. I say this 
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to build on top of that reputation, not 
diminish it. 

But some of the reasons we heard 
from Mr. WAMP were, first of all, they 
are an all-volunteer service. And not 
only that, they are people that have all 
volunteered for this conflict, because 
this conflict has gone on long enough 
that everyone had a chance to re up. So 
everybody that is in uniform got to 
consider the current state of conflict 
globally, and they signed back up again 
in numbers far larger than ever antici-
pated. 

They said, I am going back for a sec-
ond tour, I will go back for a third 
tour, I will put my life on the line, and 
I will certainly put it on hold for a 
year or more to give the Iraqi people a 
chance at freedom. Because they be-
lieve, as Zach Wamp and I believe and 
as President Bush believes, that we 
never go to war against another free 
people. Free people resolve their dif-
ferences at the ballot box, not on the 
battlefield. That demonstration of that 
has been true throughout history, and 
it can be true in the Middle East as 
well. 

I continually point out this example, 
and that is on 9 November, 1989, when 
the Berlin Wall went down, when peo-
ple climbed over the top of it and chis-
eled pieces of it out and broke cham-
pagne bottles on it and families were 
reunited, the story in the mainstream 
media was all about how families were 
reunited, and they seemed to think it 
was all a personal thing, that now they 
didn’t have to write letters across the 
wall or maybe wave through the Bran-
denburg Gate at each other or go to 
Checkpoint Charlie and figure out how 
they might get through. 

No, it wasn’t about that. It wasn’t 
about that at all. It was about the end 
of the Cold War. It was about the Iron 
Curtain crashing down November 9, 
1989, not predicted until you look back 
at Ronald Reagan when he said, Mr. 
Gorbachev, tear down this wall. And 
the people tore down the wall out of a 
desire for freedom. 

That desire for freedom, once that 
wall went down, November 9, 1989, 
within about 2 to 3 short years, free-
dom echoed across eastern Europe, al-
most bloodlessly. And I will say vir-
tually bloodlessly in the single most 
significant historical event of my life-
time, the end of the Cold War, Mr. 
Speaker. That freedom that echoed 
across eastern Europe for hundreds of 
millions of people can be the same free-
dom echoing across the Arab world for 
hundreds of millions of people. And 
that is a formula for a final victory in 
the global war on terror. 

But not until then. Because there is a 
habitat that breeds terrorists. There is 
religious fanatical beliefs that their 
path to salvation is in killing people 
who are not like them. And we are 
some of their preferred targets. Wher-
ever we are, they will attack us until 
that ideology is defeated. You have got 
to do it boots on the ground there, and 
you have got to give people freedom 

and hope, and that is what we have 
been doing ever since September 11, 
2001. The American people have voted 
on that issue. They have elected their 
Commander-in-Chief. 

I heard these Presidential debates in 
Iowa. First in the Nation caucuses and 
continually eight or nine and some-
times ten candidates for the White 
House would get up every morning and 
decide what can I say to tear down 
President Bush. And they would have 
advisory teams out there trying to find 
soft spots that they could attack the 
President on. They didn’t stand up and 
debate the differences between them as 
candidates, to determine who would be 
the nominee for the presidency. They 
decided that they would line up and 
take shots at the President. Whoever 
could be the most aggressive criticizer 
of the President presumably would be 
the one who then won the nomination 
and went on to run for the presidency 
and perhaps the White House. 

That is when Howard Dean melted 
down, JOHN KERRY emerged. The JOHN 
KERRY who stood there and said over 
and over again, wrong war, wrong 
place, wrong time. First I voted for it 
before I voted against it. That example 
of leadership, that gift that kept on 
giving, and probably the biggest reason 
why we have this fine leader in the 
White House today is that that gift 
that kept on giving kept reminding the 
people that there was a stronger leader 
that had a clearer vision; and that has 
been true in spite of relentless, relent-
less attacks. 

My friend from Tennessee also talked 
about how important it is for us to be 
a sovereign Nation that secures our 
borders; and I wish to pick up on that 
subject matter, Mr. Speaker. 

Because, as I watch this situation, 
and we knew that when we were at-
tacked by enemies from within, most 
of whom had violated our immigration 
laws in one form or another, faulty pa-
perwork or let their visas expire, en-
tered into the United States by a meth-
od that may or may not have been 
legal, but certainly the majority of 
them were not legal at the time that 
they attacked the United States, the 19 
hijackers from September 11, tell us 
that if they want to come here to do us 
ill, then we needed to secure our bor-
ders. 

So we got busy and spent a lot of 
money and set up a lot of new stand-
ards; and we have things now that are 
halfway in place, like US VISIT, where 
we have a computer database now that 
tracks everybody that comes into 
America, that is not quite yet tracking 
everybody that goes out of America, so 
we don’t have a balance sheet list of 
who is here. We just have a list of who 
came. If they come back again, then we 
can presume that they left and went 
home again and then came back again. 
But, other than that, we have not 
caught up with US VISIT. 

We set up the security in our airports 
where it is locked down tight. Yes, 
they make mistakes and sometimes 

things get through. But for a while 
there, you couldn’t get a nail clipper 
onto an airplane without them break-
ing off the file that you might use to 
clean your nails and file them with. 
That is how tight it has gotten. And 
our matches and cigarette lighters, 
things like that have been shut off of 
our airplanes. So we have done a lot. 
We have done a lot to create a TSA 
that is there protecting our airports. 

And we are doing a better job at our 
ports. In fact, the job that is being 
done at our ports is far better than the 
critics would have you believe, because 
it has got a random and statistical se-
lection process of these containers that 
are sealed containers, and it is more 
important than opening every one and 
looking through them to use our re-
sources to pick which ones to open, 
which ones to x-ray, which ones to look 
through. 

In fact, I have been the witness to 
some of that success as they have gone 
through sealed containers in our ports 
and uncovered contraband material 
that is in there. 

But our most porous and most open 
vulnerability that we have, Mr. Speak-
er, is the vulnerability in the 2000-mile 
border between us and Mexico. Down 
there, when you have that kind of trav-
el of people flowing across the border, 
and I sit on the Immigration Sub-
committee, and for now 31⁄2 years, I 
have heard continual testimony, nearly 
every week, that deals with how many 
people are coming across our border. 
And that number, the most consistent 
number that I come up with as I listen 
to this testimony from border patrol 
officers, high-ranking officials, it is 
their job to know this, and they will 
say that, well, that number is perhaps 
four million a year coming across our 
southern border. Four million. And 
they will testify that they stop 25 to 33 
percent, a fourth to a third of those 
that seek to come across our borders, 
which means you have a positive op-
portunity, a chance, the odds are bet-
ter that if you want to come into the 
United States illegally across the 
southern border, it is better that you 
make it that you don’t. 

We stopped, out of that four million 
that come across the border a year ago, 
we had stopped 1,159,000. That was for 
2004. For 2005, we stopped 1,188,000 of 
those. Most of those were put on a bus, 
turned around and taken down to the 
port of entry, and they got off the bus, 
and they watched them walk through. 
Some of them got picked up within 24 
hours when they came back in again. 

We have a catch and release program 
that will stop them seven to 14 times 
before we adjudicate them and punish 
them, rather than just take them back. 

But I would be happy again to yield 
to my friend from Tennessee at any 
time. 

Mr. WAMP. I think, Mr. Speaker, in 
all fairness, we should point to some 
successes by the Department of Home-
land Security since last September in 
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changing the policy from catch and re-
lease to catch and return. As I tell peo-
ple back home in Tennessee, that the 
policy really was, going back to 1986, 
that you would actually release people 
coming across the southern border that 
were apprehended, you know, pending a 
court date. And there is always a 
chuckle in the audience because they 
know that that illegal immigrant 
would not show up for court. And so ef-
fectively the policy allowed them to 
come into this country and disappear. 

But I have just got to say, the folks 
that I represent, and this is really 
where we need to stay focused, the peo-
ple back home, they know that we have 
a system in this country that people 
who are sick can walk into the emer-
gency room of safety net hospitals and 
receive free health care, regardless of 
their ability to pay, regardless of their 
socioeconomic condition or even 
whether they are a citizen of this coun-
try. And as long as we have that sys-
tem, then that system is very much at 
risk if we allow the continued increase 
of illegal immigration into this coun-
try. 

Now, they also say all we really care 
about, you people in Washington need 
to know is that you secure the south-
ern border and slow and hopefully stop 
the influx of illegal immigration across 
the southern border. 

I had a person ask me this past Sat-
urday, at home at a meeting, what 
about the Canadian border? Well, it is 
important, too, but that is not where 
the influx of illegal immigration is 
coming across. It is the southern bor-
der. 

So you have got to go, you know, the 
hunters go where the ducks are. You 
know, if you are trying to stop the flow 
of illegal immigration, you go where it 
is happening. And the lawless environ-
ment on our southern border demands 
action. 

People say, well, you can’t build the 
Great Wall of China on the southern 
border. You don’t have to. In this day 
and age, you can put a protective fence 
around your yard of your home to keep 
your animals from leaving that you 
can’t see. If you can do that, you can 
have the technology with a protective 
barrier. Some of it is going to be a 
fence, literally. Some of it is going to 
be the latest in technology. 

But, listen, and I know the gen-
tleman who is sitting in the Chair to-
night knows from his extraordinary 
service in Homeland Security, we have 
not deployed the technology that we 
have available to us in the area of 
homeland security. You talk about US 
VISIT. It is going fast now. But 
through biometrics and the latest in 
technology, we are actually going to be 
able to keep track of people from all 
around the world. We really are. 

We are almost at 300 million people 
in this country. But in terms of our in-
tellectual capability and the advance-
ment of technology, we are so close to 
being able to keep track of these peo-
ple coming across the border and also 

deploy systems, technologically, to de-
tect people coming across the border, 
all across the southern border. 

So job one is secure that border. The 
other thing my people are concerned 
about are illegal immigrants tapping 
into Social Security, which we already 
know is under great stress and duress, 
and Medicare. The greatest govern-
ment expenses now are Social Security 
and Medicare. These are guarantees to 
people that reach a certain age in the 
work force or 65 for health care, and we 
cannot allow a system that invites peo-
ple into that system that haven’t paid 
into that system. 

And I have got to tell you, the legis-
lation we see coming out of the other 
body, it is a recipe for more Social Se-
curity deficits in this country, because 
it will invite illegal immigrants into 
the Social Security system. We cannot 
tolerate that. So if anybody thinks we 
are heartless, we are protecting, honest 
to goodness, we are protecting seniors 
by securing the border and not going 
for an amnesty plan to blanket people 
into this country. 

Listen, I had a young lady come up 
to me a few years ago, not more than 
three, in Cleveland, Tennessee. She was 
from eastern Europe. She came up to 
me; and she, too, had a teary eyed, 
choking voice and said, Congressman, 
it took me over 5 years to become a 
United States citizen. I worked an 
hourly job, and it cost me several thou-
sand dollars for a long period of time to 
become a U.S. citizen. And the day 
that I received my citizenship, she had 
a real strong eastern European accent, 
she said, it was the happiest day of my 
life. And her eyes gleamed, and she 
said, please do not dishonor my com-
mitment by granting citizenship to 
people who came here illegally. 

Let me tell you, that is something 
that is lost in this debate. What about 
the people who did go through the ef-
fort to do it right? What about the peo-
ple who we, you know, we embrace im-
migration. The history of this country 
is embracing immigration. We want 
people to immigrate here; and, frankly, 
we want people to come here and work. 

I have got to tell you, a lot of people 
that are coming across the southern 
border are hard-working people. No 
question about it. But just because 
they are hard-working people and just 
because they are providing a benefit to 
us doesn’t mean we have to say, okay, 
we are going to stamp you as a citizen 
because you came here illegally. 
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No. That doesn’t mean that. As a 
matter of fact, that means we are 
throwing the rule of law out the win-
dow. We are watering it down. Let me 
tell you, once you go down that slip-
pery slope of not honoring the rule of 
law all the time, that is one of the 
things that on this floor is debated and 
frankly in strong support for making 
sure that everyone is held accountable 
under the rule of law and that no one is 
exempt from the rule of law. No one. 

No Member of Congress is exempt from 
the law. No one is. So why would we 
embrace this notion that illegal immi-
gration is okay and that those folks 
too will become citizens? No. There is a 
process that you go through, and we 
want to honor that process and honor 
the commitments made by those who 
came here legally. 

Another tough issue, no question, 
and we face many. I think the fun-
damentals are as challenging as they 
have been in 30 years right now in this 
country. But as I said earlier, when the 
going gets tough, the tough get going. 
It is time for us to step up. Every gen-
eration sooner or later is called on to 
meet these great challenges, and our 
generation is meeting those great chal-
lenges. 

I have to say that I think the Great-
est Generation, the World War II gen-
eration, from September 11 forward is 
looking at our generation saying, I will 
be darned, they do have what it takes. 
They have stepped up. I know that a 
lot of people say we are the ‘‘me’’ gen-
eration and that we are selfish. No. I 
see people giving back. I see a lot of 
our sons and daughters, every parent of 
a person in our military today, they 
are giving back. Our sons and daugh-
ters are giving back. They are stepping 
up to meet our generation’s challenge. 
So we have got to pull together, Mr. 
Speaker. 

And I thank the gentleman from 
Iowa for letting me weigh in. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman and appreciate his delivery 
here on the floor. 

I would point out for his edification 
that at that town where you met that 
lady in Cleveland, Tennessee, is where 
I believe this suit was made. You will 
be glad to know that I look around to 
find American-made suits, and I buy 
them off the rack in Denison, Iowa, and 
I am proud to do it. 

I appreciate that contribution to this 
succession here tonight as well. And I 
point out also, Mr. Speaker, that it 
isn’t just Americans that believe this 
way. It isn’t just Americans that con-
cur with the statements of Mr. WAMP 
and myself, but I have a survey in front 
of me. That survey is of the Hispanics 
in America, and some of these polls are 
this: that opposing increasing overall 
levels of immigration, overall immi-
grations of immigration, legal or ille-
gal, 56 percent of Hispanics oppose it, 
and 31 percent say let us go ahead and 
increase the levels of immigration. But 
56 percent, a significant majority, are 
opposed to increasing those levels of 
immigration. 

Benefits for illegal aliens, 60 percent 
of Hispanics oppose; 20 percent support 
benefits for illegal aliens. And then 
even a guest worker program is kind of 
split. It leans a little bit in favor of a 
guest worker program, but it is not de-
cidedly in favor of that. 

A pathway to citizenship, Hispanics 
in America oppose that for people who 
are in this country illegally today, 52 
to 38 percent. 
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So this is not something that alien-

ates Hispanics in America when you 
stand up for the rule of law. It is one of 
the reasons they came here. And they 
followed the law. They jumped through 
the hoops, and they respect this. And 
they want us to honor their citizenship 
and support this rule of law and also 
defend our border. 

And the time I spent on the border, 
and there have been a number of times 
that I have gone down and invested my 
time there, I sit down had and, of 
course, I meet with the highest rank-
ing people that are there, and I see the 
display of all the equipment that they 
have and the technology they use and 
the tactics that they use, and the effec-
tiveness that comes with that gives me 
a nice warm feeling. 

Then I go back down there, and I sit 
alongside the border, and I talk with 
the rank-and-file people that are the 
boots on the ground, Mr. Speaker, and 
I listen to what they have to say. I lis-
ten to the Texas border sheriffs, what 
they have to say, and the local law en-
forcement along through Arizona as 
well, and I come up with a little bit dif-
ferent picture. And that picture is, as I 
said earlier, 4 million people pouring 
across our southern border every year; 
and yet if we appropriate the funds re-
quested by the President, it will be $8 
billion to protect our sovereign border, 
8 billion. And yet the numbers of ille-
gal crossings are going up, not going 
down. The dollars’ worth of illegal 
drugs coming across the border are 
going up, not going down. 

So one would think if money were 
the answer, if we just threw more 
money at it, and we had more Border 
Patrol officers and we had the National 
Guard down there that the border 
crossings would go down. Well, they 
will in some areas until they retool and 
do their end-run and go through the 
areas that are vulnerable. And the 
President has said that we simply can-
not stop people at the border that want 
to come here for a better life. If they 
want jobs to provide for their families, 
they are going to come. That has kind 
of been his answer and it is almost the 
same tone. As he contends that we can-
not stop people that want to come here 
for jobs, I would argue that we can. In 
fact, of the forces pushing on our 
southern border, the easiest force to 
stop is the one of the honest hard-
working people that just want to have 
a job and a better way of life. Those are 
the easier ones to stop. And if we can-
not stop them, then we sure in the 
world are not going to be able to stop 
the criminals, the terrorists, those 
that want to come here to do us ill, 
those that are carrying $65 billion 
worth of illegal drugs across our bor-
der. 

That is a tremendous amount of 
force, $65 billion pushing against our 
border and the drugs that come 
through there. Ninety percent of the il-
legal drugs in the United States come 
across the border from Mexico. Has 
anyone heard the Commander in Chief 

speak about that subject matter? Has 
that been uttered in a press con-
ference? Is it anything that seems to be 
part of the lexicon or the rhetoric that 
comes from the White House? And I 
think no. But I think that needs to be 
a very big part of this debate. If we 
want to take a position that we cannot 
stop honest people from coming into 
the United States, why do we think we 
can stop the dishonest ones that want 
to come into the United States? 

And that is why I contend that the 
time that I spent on the border, the 
time that I sat down there in the dark 
and listened to the illegals unload from 
their vehicles that drive up near the 
border, get out, pick up their 
backpacks and infiltrate into the 
United States, those that I have seen 
that are crossing illegally, the things 
that you see in the streets, 500,000 
marching in the streets of Los Angeles 
with Mexican flags, that ought to give 
us an image to go by. They are feeling 
so confident, so self-assured, so strong 
that they go to the streets to dem-
onstrate against us, thinking that they 
will scare us into granting them am-
nesty. 

I mean, the threat of can you imag-
ine a lawn that wasn’t neatly trimmed 
or can you imagine having to cook 
your own steaks? Some of those things 
are arguments that have been made, 
Mr. Speaker. So I think the American 
people did get a message from that. I 
think they understand that there is a 
growing force here in the United 
States, and it is growing faster than 
450,000 or so a year illegals coming in, 
growing faster than most realize. 

Because if 4 million come in and we 
stop a little over 1 million and take 
those physically back to the border and 
watch them go back through the turn-
stile, some are back the next day. 
Some are not going back to the border 
because the Mexican consulate has all 
of the credentials for them to have ac-
cess to our stations everywhere along 
the border, and they decide which ones 
go back and which ones do not. Now, 
why do we let the Mexican Government 
decide that? That is the same men-
tality of one who would write into a 
bill that we have to go consult with 
Mexico before we could build a fence on 
our southern border. 

Now, I do not disagree with the gen-
tleman from Tennessee. There is a lot 
of technology that we ought to be 
using. But I am a little bit more of a 
fellow that says I know what does 
work. We do not know that the tech-
nology works. I hope it does, but I 
know what does work. And as I sat 
down there on that border and I 
watched them catching drug dealers 
and pulling 180 pounds of marijuana 
out from underneath the bed of a truck 
and then hauling a Mexican across the 
border from Mexico that had been 
stabbed in the liver in a knife fight 
that just happened while I was there, 
those incidents come along so often 
that it is just part of the daily life 
down there. And the only way that you 

can shut that off with that force is to 
build a fence and a wall. 

And I do not submit that we do all 
2,000 miles all at once. I submit that we 
do so where the highest pressure is, and 
then when they start going around the 
end, extend the fence and extend the 
wall. But I would put a 10-foot high 
chain link fence on that border. And I 
would put that fence all the way. We 
need to define the border, and ‘‘vir-
tually’’ does not define the border. So I 
would put a 10-foot high wall. I would 
put razor wire on top. I would put a 
sign on the south side about every 200 
feet in Spanish that says: Here is the 
Web page you can check with your 
wireless laptop, how to get in connec-
tion with the U.S. consulate and how 
you come to the United States legally. 
Go apply here. Do not be knocking on 
the gate on this fence because it is not 
open unless you have the credentials to 
come here legally. 

Every nation has to do that. And as 
they begin to tear down that 10-foot 
high chain link fence and cut holes 
through it and do it like I saw them 
down there south of Lukeville where 
they had cut through the chain link 
fence and chained it back up again and 
put a hinge in there and a gate through 
our chain link fence with a double pad-
lock on it and a great big guard dog on 
the Mexican side, that is their passage 
into the United States, Mr. Speaker, 
and it has got to be shut off. Those are 
people who mean us ill will. 

So I am going to submit this: this 
box, before I cut the notch in it, this 
represents, let us say, the New Mexico, 
the Arizona, and the Texas part of the 
border, maybe part of California. Now, 
just plain old desert. We go in here to 
build this wall and we dig a trench 
through here. This is, Mr. Speaker, the 
trench that one would dig. And as we 
dig this trench, we build some ma-
chines up in Iowa that do a good job. 
They are the kind of machines that 
you pull this trencher along here, and 
as you do that, you pull the slipformer 
in behind it, and you pour a slipformer 
of about a 5-foot-deep tongue down in 
here. And it has got a slot in it, a notch 
in it. And you move along with that 
trencher and that slipformer, pouring a 
footing for this concrete wall that goes 
across the desert. A 5-foot-deep slot in 
it with a foundation so that it holds 
the vertical wall up and it is rigid. 

And then you get a footing that looks 
something like this. It won’t quite be 
above the ground, Mr. Speaker, because 
this area right here would be flush with 
the ground. But, nonetheless, one gets 
the image here that we are working 
with. 

And then you bring in truckloads of 
these precast concrete panels. These 
panels would be 10 feet wide, about 121⁄2 
feet tall, tongue and groove, reinforced 
with steel, and you would just pick 
them up with a crane. They weigh 
about 188 pounds, and you drop them in 
the slot one at a time. The first one 
would go in like that. Then you pick up 
the second one and you put it in like 
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this. And pretty soon we end up with a 
wall here that will keep illegals out. It 
will keep the illegals out, and it will 
also keep out the drug runners, the 
smugglers, the terrorists. 

And this is a pretty quick operation. 
It is not hard to do at all. Our little 
construction company, which I sold to 
my oldest son, could do about a mile of 
this a day. Now, we are not going to be 
in the business of bidding this. I want 
to tell you that in the beginning. That 
is not my interest. I am just taking my 
background, Mr. Speaker, and using it 
to demonstrate how simple it is to put 
together a design that they are not 
going to get across. 

Now, it doesn’t mean that they are 
not going to have some kind of human 
catapult and launch people across it or 
that they will not design and build 
some kind of a 12-foot-high ladder. Yes, 
they will. But it is not going to be that 
easy because we are going to put some 
of this wire right on top of there called 
concertina wire, or razor wire. I only 
put on one roll, but you could put on 
two or three, set that the concrete. We 
can then put cameras on the backside, 
if we choose, or on the front side. This 
would be about 100 feet inside the chain 
link fence. So there would be 100 feet of 
no man’s land that one could patrol. So 
they would have to come through our 
10 feet high chain link fence on the 
south side with the razor wire on top of 
that. And they will try to do that. 

When they get to this wall, they 
would probably carry their 12-foot lad-
der through the fence. They would put 
it up on top and they would try to get 
over here on this side. They do not 
know what is over here. They cannot 
see the sensors, the cameras, the vibra-
tion sensors, the infrared, whatever is 
there that would trigger our warning, 
and that will let the Border Patrol con-
verge on that area. 

We can shut this traffic off going 
across our southern border at least 90 
percent and maybe even a number ap-
proaching 100 percent if we make a 
commitment to the manpower to pa-
trol a wall like this. And it will take 
far less manpower. We are spending $8 
billion on our southern border, $8 bil-
lion. That is $4 million a mile. And I 
would say this: if you would pay me $4 
million and say, Steve, you protect 
that mile, I am going to protect that 
mile. There will not be a species of 
anything getting across that mile if 
that is what my contract says. 

So I will submit that the easiest way 
to do that with the least amount of 
manpower is build a fence, build a wall. 
This can be constructed for about $1.3 
million a mile. One point three, when 
we are spending $4 million for that 
mile, every mile, to wear out Humvees 
and have our Border Patrol park on the 
X and watch people come through, 
sometimes a border that is not even 
marked, let alone fenced. And if it is 
fenced, it is not even a barrier for 
human beings. 

We are talking about building a lot of 
fences along the border that are vehicle 

barriers so semi-trucks full of mari-
juana cannot get through and straight 
trucks full of marijuana cannot get 
through and pickup trucks that have 
drugs in them, it is harder for them to 
get through. 

But, still, what they do is they just 
create burreros, pack horses, human 
pack horses. So they will bring the 
drugs up to the border, and if there is 
a vehicle barrier there, they will throw 
their marijuana through, their drugs 
through, go through and load their 
backpacks up with that, and each one 
of them carries 50 pounds of drugs, 25 
miles across the desert, up to a pre-
determined location point where they 
will then take their packs and toss 
them in the back of the semi or the 
straight truck. 

b 2200 

Some of those people then, the 
illegals that are carrying drugs in that 
pack train, the burreros in the pack 
train, climb in the truck and they go 
on into the United States. Some of 
them are continuing drug dealers. 
Some are criminals, some want just an 
honest day’s work. And some turn 
around and walk 25 miles back down in 
the desert and pick up another load 
and come back again. 

When they tell us that maybe 4 mil-
lion people came into the United 
States, but a lot of them went back 
home again, some of them are going 
back to get another load of illegal 
drugs. 

That is how $65 billion worth of ille-
gal drugs comes into the United States, 
and we can’t stop that if we are simply 
going to sit down there and think that 
we are going to do this by a virtual ap-
proach to the border. We have to do it 
physically. We have to stop it. 

$20 billion gets wired back to Mexico 
out of the wages and labor that is 
there. Another $20 million gets wired 
to the Caribbean and Central America 
from the labor of the United States of 
people that are here. So there is $40 bil-
lion that goes south of the board that 
comes off of the labor. Out of the $75 
billion worth of labor at the hands of 
illegal people in the United States, 
most of it comes out of there. It is $40 
billion going south. Additionally, there 
is another $65 billion paying for the 
drugs that comfort north. 

So we have got altogether over $100 
billion being used for drugs and the 
economic incentive for Vicente Fox. 
Over $100 billion. And what is the next 
highest economic factor in the Nation 
of Mexico? Oil. $28 billion worth of oil. 
But this overall drug and human pack-
age for just Mexico is $85 billion, near-
ly 3 times the value of the oil in Mex-
ico. 

So we must stop this. We must do it 
with a human barrier. We can do it 
with this wall. We can build this for 
$1.3 million a mile. I will stand with it. 
We will design the machines to do it. 
We will build it, Mr. Speaker, and we 
need to stand together as a country. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. HIGGINS (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for June 27 before 4:00 p.m. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MEEK of Florida) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. LEE, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. JONES of North Carolina) 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material:) 

Mr. BURGESS, for 5 minutes, June 28 
and 29. 

Mr. OSBORNE, for 5 minutes, June 27 
and 28. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 
today and June 27, 28, 29, and 30. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS, for 5 minutes, today 
and June 27 and 28. 

Mr. GOHMERT, for 5 minutes, today 
and June 27 and 28. 

Mr. MCHENRY, for 5 minutes, June 27, 
28, 29, and 30. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 2 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, June 
27, 2006, at 9 a.m., for morning hour de-
bate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

8253. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting a draft 
bill entitled, ‘‘Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion (CCC) Budget proposals’’; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

8254. A letter from the Counsel for Legisla-
tion and Regulations, Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Prohibition of 
Property Flipping in HUD’s Single Family 
Mortgage Insurance Programs; Additional 
Exceptions to Time Restriction on Sales 
[Docket No. FR-4911-F-02] (RIN: 2502-AI18) re-
ceived June 16, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

8255. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Education, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Office of Special 
Education Programs—State Personnel De-
velopment Grants Program — received June 
16, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force. 

8256. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
for Export Administration, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — General Order Concerning 
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